 Residents’ Satisfaction in Public and Private Housing Estates in the Federal Capital Territory, Abuja, Nigeria



                                                                    Abstract 
There is a relationship between housing facilities and housing satisfaction. As expected, various theoretical propositions have motivated interest in housing facilities and how they determine residential satisfaction. This study assessed residents’ satisfaction with facilities in public and private housing estates in Abuja. The theory of housing satisfaction was used to anchor the study, which employed a case study research design and incorporated both primary and secondary data. A simple random sampling technique was used to select the public and private estates in the study area. The public estate, Hillside, had 172 housing units, while the private estate, Brains and Hammers, had 161 units. Using the Yaro Yamane formula, with a 5% margin of error, the total sample size for the survey for the two estates was reduced to 235. However, only 188 questionnaires were retrieved for analysis. Both descriptive and inferential (regression analysis) statistics were employed to analyze the data at p=0.05% confidence level.  The findings revealed that a majority (44.2%) of respondents in the private housing estate reported a low level of facilities satisfaction, while a larger proportion (47.1%) in the public estate indicated moderate satisfaction. The quality of facilities was identified as the most significant factor affecting satisfaction, with 91.9% of respondents highlighting its importance. Additionally, the relationship between facilities satisfaction and housing satisfaction was found to be positive and significant, with a stronger correlation in the private estate (0.6799) compared to the public estate (0.2393). Residents reported several challenges affecting their facilities satisfaction, including poor maintenance culture, inadequacy of some facilities, and high water and electricity bills. The study recommends that policymakers enact planning laws to ensure compliance and effective monitoring of facilities.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The place of dwelling can be understood as a subsystem of the environment and the main environmental anchor for its inhabitants. Housing is a key determinant of health and well-being. Several dimensions of housing contribute to health, such as affordability, access, and housing conditions (González et al., 2024). It is the temporary or permanent physical structure which provides shelter for man plus all the ancillary facilities within and outside the structure and the environment of the structure which includes facilities and services, all of which contribute to the physical, health, mental, and material wellbeing, comfort and satisfaction of an individual or family (Wahab, 2016; Jimoh & Famewo, 2022). Research on housing tend to view it as a consumable good that could be demanded and sold in what is seen as a housing market (Emami & Sadeghlou, 2021). In other words, the concept of ‘housing’ recognizes that occupancy of housing involves the consumption of housing facilities from which the occupant derives some satisfaction (Egunjobi & Alabi, 2016). Indeed, some authors portray issues around housing like housing tenure, housing quality, and housing career as an integral part of human existence that determines the general quality of life (Augusta & Victor, 2023; Baiden et al., 2010; Lee and Park, 2010; Moola et al., 2011; Aragonés et al., 2016; Jimoh & Abdullahi, 2022; Zebardast & Nooraie, 2017; Mouratidis, 2020). As such, the issue of housing satisfaction or residential satisfaction has become a central theme in the theoretical and empirical literature on housing (Mohit & Raja, Jimoh & Famewo, 2023; 2014; Kabisch et al., 2021). 
One explanation for the growing interest in housing satisfaction is the increasing understanding that housing policy ought to reflect dwellers preferences (Krueckeberg, 1999; Lee et al., 2007; Li et al., 2019; Jimoh, 2021; Killemsetty et al., 2021). Since the objective of public policy is to optimize social welfare (Mohajan et al., 2013), housing policies should be implemented with the aim of raising dwellers’ satisfaction (Lee & Parrott, 2004; Norquist, 2009; Jimoh, 2022). Due to this, housing policymakers have been relying on residential satisfaction knowledge to plan and evaluate housing policy outcomes (van der Nouwelant et al., 2015; Jimoh, 2018). By understanding housing preferences and residential satisfaction, housing planners can identify policy gaps and fine tune public housing policy to improve housing provision quality and minimize waste of public resources (Ibem et al., 2013a; Ibem et al., 2015). There is a relationship between housing facilities and housing satisfaction.   As expected, various theoretical propositions have motivated interest in housing facilities and how they determine residential satisfaction. 
Scholars and policymakers now view residential facilities as fundamental components of housing that requires critical attention. In fact, residents’ satisfaction with housing facilities is now considered a major goal in housing development and management (Obayomi & Ogunbayo, 2021). Egunjobi and Alabi (2016) corroborated this by asserting that in housing construction, provision of appropriate housing facilities should be matched with their efficient management. Salleh (2008) equally maintained that for a successful housing programme, the suitability of residential environment, facilities and services to the intended user is paramount. Adequate provision followed by proper maintenance and management of housing facilities ensures that housing facilities remain functional and safe to use throughout their life span, and also give satisfaction from their usage. 
The issue of poor housing facilities in Nigeria is indeed, worrisome, and as Coker et al. (2008) have mentioned, the decay in housing facilities is common to private and public housing in all areas of the country. Concerning public housing, the general opinion is that they lack decent facilities and the perception of the housings’ quality seems to be poor (Obayomi & Ogunbayo, 2021). This could be because government housing interventions in meeting the housing needs of the general public has been largely unsuccessful in Nigeria. Moreover, the focus of such projects typically center on providing housing with the lowest cost possible, rather than on meeting standards with respect to consumer requirements and satisfaction, thereby compromising standards in facilities provision. Despite several attempts by government to alleviate housing problems in terms of poor access to good housing facilities, these incentives have been described as largely unstructured. In some cases, subsidized housing that have decent facilities are diverted to high income groups (Makinde, 2015). Studies revealed that provision and management of housing facilities have been grossly inadequate. For instance, Ibiem and Aduwo (2013) conducted a research on the assessment of residential satisfaction in public housing in Ogun state, Nigeria, and discover that respondents were generally dissatisfied with their housing conditions, but satisfaction level was higher with dwelling unit features than neighbourhoods facilities and services. Furthermore, Oladipupo and Adebayo, (2014) and Jimoh & Ayomide, (2022) researched on the effects of housing facilities on the resident’s satisfaction in Oshogbo, Osun State, Nigeria. It was revealed that the condition in private housing estates is somewhat better, although providers tend to focus on profit maximization, sometimes, to the detriment of dweller satisfaction. The fallout of this, in most cases, features poor design, lack of proper organization and management, and inadequate facilities. In general, inadequate facilities provision constitutes a threat to residents’ comfort and quality of life, but despite this fact, the problem still persists in both private and public housing in Nigeria. Thus, the question of whether residents are satisfied with housing facilities in Nigeria continues to remain valid. Based on the foregoing, this study aims to investigate residents’ facilities satisfaction in selected public and private housing estates in the Federal Capital Territory, Abuja.
2. THEORY AND LITERATURE REVIEW
The Theory of Housing Satisfaction	
Housing occupants usually form their opinion about housing conditions base on their aspirations and needs. Housing occupants’ satisfaction with housing conditions indicates lack of dissatisfaction, and a high degree of harmony between desired and actual situations. Disharmony between housing aspirations and needs may lead to dissatisfaction. Rossi (1955) posits that changing housing aspirations and needs occur as housing occupants advance through different phases of life resulting to residential dissatisfaction at some point. Response to this dissatisfaction could be mobility. As a result, mobility is viewed as an exercise of harmonisation with the main aim of raising one’s degree of housing satisfaction. (Wolpert, 1966). Research on housing satisfaction reveals that there are three theories upon which several findings are based. These are psychological construct theory, housing need theory and housing deficit theory. The ‘’housing need’’ theory was introduced by Rossi (1955) to conceptualize housing satisfaction/dissatisfaction in the life’s different phases. Morris and Winter (1979) gave start to the idea of ‘’ housing deficit’’ to form a concept for housing satisfaction/dissatisfaction. Galester (1985) introduced the ‘’psychological construct’’ notion of housing satisfaction which is founded on the concept that housing occupants may be seen as consciously developing a reference between needs and aspirations for each section of their housing situation. Most studies employ one or all of the three theories. Variables representing neighbourhood and housing characteristics, individuals’ socioeconomic attributes, as well as their perception of housing and neigbourhood conditions have been evaluated in most housing studies (Lu, 1999).
In the housing deficit theory, Morris and Winter (1975, 1978) imagined housing satisfaction as a process characterized by constant change. In their housing adjustment model of residential migration, they postulate that housing occupants form opinions about their housing conditions/situation in agreement with their cultural and personal standards which may not tally or equate. Disharmony between actual housing satisfaction and housing standards lead to a housing deficit, which in extension, results in residential dissatisfaction, bringing about some form of housing exercise which may be either in the same place such as revisiting their housing needs and aspirations in an attempt to restore the disharmony, or make their housing conditions better through remodeling, or else they may migrate to other places where housing conforms with their needs and aspirations. Nevertheless, for both ‘’in place’’ and mobility ‘’exercise’’ housing occupants should be very informed financial resources and alternative remodeling opportunities. Most empirical studies have shown that housing deficit is a vital notion in explaining mobility behavior and explaining residential satisfaction.
Since it is widely accepted that higher levels of satisfaction among residents is good for both the owners and landlords of the housing units and estates and the residents, residential satisfaction is vital for the operation of the housing market (Dekker et al., 2011). As a significant determinant of immobility, satisfaction brings about stability in the neighbourhoods (Speare, 1974). People who are dissatisfied with their housing situation tend to move out, especially when they know that opportunities are affordable and available (Fiejten and Van Ham, 2009). Dissatisfaction may also lead to housing adaptation and alteration. As such, understanding the factors that result in residents’ facilities satisfaction and create satisfied residents can play a key role in making successful and realistic housing policies (Lu, 1999).
Riemer (1943) proposed the ‘’Theory of Home Adjustment’’, as a starting point for a deep understanding of the interplay between the home physical environment and the dwellers. Riemer opined that physical features of the home should meet households’ needs over time, in addition to the individual’s need for community institutions outside the home. He established that the process in which home adjustment happens is dependent on a complex structure of socio-psychological interactions between family members and architectural features. In addition, he expressed the importance of cooperation between sociologists and architects in satisfying family needs. If inability to react successfully and satisfactorily to the demands of the environment happens (maladjustment, i.e.), some physical and mental diseases may appear, or some roles may be removed from the family home (Reimer 1943). According to Reimer, satisfactory home adjustment can be got in two ways namely – the more subjective part of family behaviours/individual attitudes and, the objective part of the physical shelter. The concept of home (mal) adjustment stimulated many scholars to work, even though Reimer did not mostly centre on residents’ responses	 such as remodeling, propensity to move, the actual move, etcetera, to maladjustment. Thereafter, some similar concepts such as lack of fit, mismatch, incongruity, discrepancy, and the like, appeared in residential satisfaction studies
Housing Needs Theory	.
The ‘’Housing Needs Theory’’ was developed, more than a decade later, by Rossi (1955) and revealed that the ‘’lack of fit’’ between the current and desired housing needs causes stress which results in dissatisfaction. Here, residential mobility set in and residents move to a place where they can satisfy their current and desired housing needs. In addition, when the life cycle changes, new and different space requirement emerging is possible, which are thought of as the most important aspects of the housing needs.
Almost four decades after, Galster (1985) pioneered the ‘’Psychological Construct Theory’’ in which people cognitively create a ‘’reference’’ condition for each part of their residential environment. How people judge the residential setting based on the reference condition relies on their self – evaluated needs and aspirations. In Galster’s perspective, if the current situation falls short of the reference by more than a threshold deficiency, the household or individual may attempt to reconcile the incongruence by mental adaptation such as altering the evaluation of the current situation and/or reducing aspirations, redefining needs, and thereby getting a degree of satisfaction. Galster, further posits that the situation of satisfaction is not constantly the first priority in the improvement process. The theory became the foundation of many empirical studies.
The foregoing theories demonstrated the deep nature of residential satisfaction studies and at the same time convey the interdisciplinary nature and progress of residential satisfaction. On top of that, while having overlaps, each of these theories stressed certain aspects of residential satisfaction, and their development extended beyond individual and physical direction (Riemer 1943) to cultural and social ends (Morris and Winter 1975; Rossi 1955) and, in the long run, to psychological construct (Galster, 1985). Different empirical residential satisfaction studies are based on one or more of these theories, and recent researches have attempted to adopt a systematic approach, taking into account the maximum factors which affect residential satisfaction.
3. STUDY AREA 
Abuja is the federal capital of Nigeria and was created in 1976. The capital, which is centrally located, has a population of 1.236 million, as at 2011. Its geographical coordinates are 9o 10’ 32’’, 7o 10’ 50’’ E. The Federal Capital Development Authority (FCDA) coordinates the development, provision, and implementation of the housing programs in the city. The other federal agencies involved in the development, provision, and implementation of housing programs are the Federal Ministry of Works and Housing (FMWH) and the Federal Housing Authority (FHA). The city lies at 1,180 feet (360 metres) above sea level. As Nigeria’s administrative and political capital, it is an important capital on the African continent due to Nigeria’s geo-political influence in regional affairs. The city’s central area contains the city hall, national cultural institutes, and other government-related offices. The city is managed by the Abuja Metropolitan Management Council (AMMC).
The Master Plan of the city was designed by the International Planning Association (IPA), based in the United States, in collaboration with other consultants (Federal Capital Development Authority, 1979). To the north, the city is bordered by Kaduna State, east by Nasarawa, south by Kogi, and to the west by Niger State. The city consists of 6 different Area Councils namely: Abaji, Abuja municipal, Bwari, Gwagwalada, Kuje and Kwali. As Nigeria’s capital city, Abuja is known for being one of the few purpose-built and wealthiest capital cities in Africa. As the capital of a developing nation, Abuja plays a major role in the urbanization and development of the country. The city has a land area of 1, 769km2. Also, the city has several private and public residential housing estates. In fact, the city is a hub of residential real estate developments, most especially private residential real estate development. Housing types in these estates range from bungalows, duplexes, terraced housing, block of flats, detached and semi-detached housing, and town houses, among others.


[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc88578916]Figure 1. Map of the Federal Capital Territory – Abuja in the context of Nigeria
Source: Field Work, 2021.
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[bookmark: _Toc88578917]Figure 2. Map of Abuja Area Council showing the Selected Public & Private Housing Estates in the context of the Federal Capital Area Councils
Source: Field Work, 2021
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[bookmark: _Toc88578918]Figure 3. Map Showing the Selected Public & Private Housing Estates in the context of Abuja Municipal Area Council
Source: Field Work, 2021.
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[bookmark: _Toc88578919]Figure 4. Map showing the Layout of the Selected Public & Private Housing Estates in Abuja Municipal Area Council
Source: Field Work, 2021
[bookmark: _Toc88639148]3.2.5	Hillside Estate (Formerly Works and Housing Estate)
The geographical coordinates of Hillside estate is 9o5’44’’N 7o24’17’’E. The public housing estate is located along Ahmadu Bello Way, Gwarinpa, and falls under Abuja Municipal Area Council. It was built during the military administration of General Sanni Abacha, to house high cadre civil servants of the Ministry of Works and Housing. The estate has 172 housing units in 5 categories: fully detached duplex, semi-detached duplex, terrace, bungalows and blocks of flats. The estate residents’ pay 3 types of levies, namely: Estate dues, Abuja Municipal Area Council Dues, and Environmental levies to the Ministry of Environment for cleaning, clearing and sewage disposal. Houses in the estate were built by the government and sold to individual civil servants. These individuals formed an association called Hillside Estate Residence Association and registered it with the Corporate Affairs Commission (CAC). The estate now bears the name of the association – Hillside Estate. So called because, the estate is beside a hilly landform.

4. METHODOLOGY

Case study research design was adopted, while both primary and secondary data were sourced. 
[bookmark: _Toc88618636][bookmark: _Toc88639116]A simple random sampling technique was employed in the selection of the public and private estates in the study area. The public (Hillside) estate originally contains 172 housing units while Brains and Hammers have 161 units, based on preliminary investigation. Using Yarro Yamane formula, a sample size determination with an error margin of 5% was adopted. From the calculation, Hillside and Brains and Hammers eventually were reduced to 120 and 115 respectively bringing the sample size to a total of 235. Only the 188 comprising of 86 from the private estate and 102 from the public estate’s questionnaire retrieved were eventually used for the analysis (see table 1). Variables that were investigated included, the typology of housing, the profile of existing facilities in the study area, perceived level of facilities satisfactions, factors influencing resident’s facilities satisfaction relationships between facilities satisfaction and housing satisfaction and residents’ facilities challenges in the study area. Both descriptive and inferential regression analysis) statistics were employed to analyze the data at p=0.05% confidence level. Correlation test and Ordinal Logistic Regression were conducted.   
Table 1 Sampling Frame and Size
	Selected Residential Housing Estates (Study Areas)
	Estate Type
	Housing units
	Sample Size
	Sample Analyzed

	Hillside Estate (formerly Works and Housing Estate)
	Public
	172
	120
	102

	Brains and Hammers Estate
	Private
	161
	115
	86

	Both Estates
	Total
	333
	235
	188


Source: Author’s design.
5. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

[bookmark: _Toc88639154]Typology of Housing
Investigation on the typology of housing for the private estate (Brains and Hammers Estate) revealed that majority (46.5%) of the houses were terrace. This was followed (27.9%) by block of flats, then duplex buildings 18.6%, semi-detached houses and bungalows accounted for 5.8% and 1.2% respectively. A different pattern of housing typology from that in Brains and Hammers Estates can be observed for the public estate (Hillside Estate). In the public estates, most (29.4%) of the houses surveyed were bungalows, followed by duplexes (25.5%). Terrace houses were next, accounting for 19.6%, while semi-detached and block of flats accounted 12.8% each.   The implication of the more relatively populated with terrace houses may not be unconnected with more renters in the private housing estate than in the public housing estate (see table 2). Since the terraces and blocks of flats are relatively more affordable to rent and more inclusive, compared to other housing types, it is expected that much of the renters (which are more in the private estates) would reside in terrace houses and blocks of flats. There also seems to be relatively few residents in bungalow apartments in the private housing estate when compared to other housing types. Conversely, more bungalows are both rented and owned in the public housing relative to private housing estates. A plausible reason for the greater home ownership in the public estate is the easier payment procedure in public estates relative to the private housing estates. Since the public housing estates were built to assist civil servants towards home ownership, the payment procedure has been made flexible, so that the target residents find it relatively affordable compared to houses in private estates.
[bookmark: _Toc88638902]Table 2. Typology of Housing by Estate Type
	Estates
	House Type
	Total

	
	Bungalow
	Duplex
	Terrace
	Semi-
detached 

	Block 
of flats
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Brains & Hammers
	1
	1.2
	16
	18.6
	40
	46.5
	5
	5.8
	24
	27.9
	86
	100

	Hillside
	30
	29.4
	26
	25.5
	20
	19.6
	13
	12.8
	13
	12.8
	102
	100

	Total
	31
	16.5
	42
	22.3
	60
	31.9
	18
	9.6
	37
	19.6
	188
	100


Source: Author’s computation from field survey data.
The profile of Existing Housing Facilities in the study Area
Regarding the existing facilities in the housing estates, it was observed that practically all the houses in both estates have all the facilities listed, whether dwelling unit facilities or estate facilities (Table 2). The implication of this is that housing facilities are indeed, adequately provided in both private and public housing estates in Abuja. However, there seems to be some variability in the functionality of the dwelling unit facilities among the sampled respondents. In the private estate (i.e., Brains and Hammers) for instance, about 27.9% of the sampled respondents’ kitchen size of 80 square feet was not adequate in terms of having to eat and socialize (see table 3) The reason for this could be drawn from aggressive economic drive which has characterised the private developers striving to maximize profits. An equally low proportion of the sampled respondents (11.6%) reported non-functional toilets, as they had to flush their toilets with buckets because their toilets flushes were not working. About 10.5% of the bathrooms were not functional, due to slow running of the bathroom taps. In terms of the wardrobe, 30.2% of the private estate were non-functional with regard to ample space. All (100.0%) other facilities in the private estate were observed to be functional. For the public estate (Hillside), 9.8% of the sampled respondents reported water supply to be non- functional, and therefore, the supply was not regular. For waste disposal, 44.2% attest to non-functionality, with regard to proper disposal. 30.4% of the respondents see the parking space as non-functional, concerning adequate parking space. 

	








[bookmark: _Toc88638903]Table 3. Existing Facilities by Estate Type
	
	
	Brains and Hammers Estate
	
	Hillside Estate

	Facilities
	
	Available
	Functional
	
	Available
	Functional

	
	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Dwelling Unit Facilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kitchen size
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	62 (72.1)
	24 (27.9)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Toilet
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	76 (88.4)
	10 (11.6)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Bathroom
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	77 (89.5)
	9 (10.5)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Electricity supply
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Water supply
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	92 (90.2)
	10 (9.8)

	Clothesline
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Waste disposal
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	57 (55.9)
	45 (44.1)

	Corridor
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Dinning space
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Bedroom size
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Parking space
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	71 (69.6)
	31 (30.4)

	Indoor ventilation
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Indoor natural light
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Kitchen storage space
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Wardrobe
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	60 (69.8)
	26 (30.2)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Study room
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Laundry area
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	102 (100)
	0 (0)

	Facilities within Estates
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Walkway
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)

	Street lighting
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)

	Greenery
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)

	Kids play area
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)

	Sports facility
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)

	Security
	
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)
	
	102 (100)
	0 (0)
	86 (100)
	0 (0)


Source: Author’s computation from field survey data
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[bookmark: _Toc88639156]	Perceived Level of Facilities Satisfaction
In order to assess the perceived level of facilities satisfaction among the surveyed residents, questions relating to their satisfaction levels with facilities were investigated. The composite scores on the satisfaction scale were summed up across the facilities listed and the sample was subsequently divided into three quantiles, with the first and third representing low and high satisfaction levels respectively. The second quantile thus, represented moderate satisfaction level. In the facilities satisfaction of the respondents is shown by estate type. Looking at the result on the private housing estate (i.e., Brains and Hammers), a majority of the sampled residents had low satisfaction levels with the facilities listed (44.2%). Those who had high facilities satisfaction level (34.9%) were more than those who had moderate facilities satisfaction level (20.9%). Turning to the public estate (i.e., Hillside Estate), it was found out that there was a higher proportion of the respondents who had moderate facilities satisfaction (47.1%) than those who had either low facilities satisfaction (24.5%) or high facilities satisfaction (28.4%) (see table 4).
Furthermore, investigation revealed that private housing estate recorded a low facilities satisfaction level. On the other hand, most of the public housing estate exhibit moderate facilities satisfaction level.  This could be attributed to the fact that there are more renters in the private housing estate than in the public housing estate. And research has shown that owner-occupiers are generally more satisfied about their housing units [facilities] and neighbourhoods than renters (Dekker et al., 2011). Reasons for this difference are documented. For one, most of the time, owner-occupiers earn higher than renters and as a result have more alternatives in choosing their housing units and estate (Deurloo et al., 1994). Again, owned housing units might be of a higher quality than rented housing units (Dekker et al., 2011). Also, owner-occupiers are said to be more responsible for their housing units (Peter, 1990), which would motivate them to better their housing units and the facilities therein should they have the wherewithal. Lastly, the fact that owner-occupiers have invested their money into their housing units and the facilities within may make them say they are satisfied; it is difficult to say you are unsatisfied when you have invested into a thing (Dekker et al., 2011). A high level of housing satisfaction cannot be said to exist in both private and public housing estates.

[bookmark: _Toc88638904]Table 4. Level of Facilities Satisfaction by Housing Estate
	Estates
	Low Satisfaction
	Moderate Satisfaction
	High Satisfaction
	Total

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Brains & Hammers
	38
	44.2
	18
	20.9
	30
	34.9
	86
	100

	Hillside Estate
	25
	24.5
	48
	47.1
	29
	28.4
	102
	100

	Total
	63
	33.6
	66
	35.0
	59
	31.4
	188
	100


Source: Author’s computation from field survey data.
Factors Influencing Resident’s Facilities Satisfaction
Moreover, investigation was carried out on the factors that influence respondents’ facilities satisfaction levels. Quality of the facility, its ease of use, ease of maintenance, and the facility’s safety were the listed options from which the respondents could indicate. Considering the individual estate, it was discovered that the quality of facility was vital to their satisfaction level in Brains and Hammers Estate, accounting for 91.9%.  Ease of use and ease of maintenance accounted for 68.6%, facility’s safety accounted for 95.2% (see table 5). 
Among the factors which might be responsible for the lack of high satisfaction, particularly in the private housing estate, the quality of the facility, its ease of use, maintenance ease, and safety are paramount. While an equally high proportion of the respondents from the public housing estates share similar opinions on the factors influencing facilities satisfaction, the proportion is higher in the private housing estate. This result is an indication that facilities satisfaction is not guaranteed even when the facility is available. What seem to matter is its quality, ease of use and maintenance, and its safety. 
[bookmark: _Toc88638905]Table 5. Factors Influencing Facilities Satisfaction by Estate Type
	[bookmark: _Hlk83372672]Factors influencing your facility satisfaction level
	Yes
	No
	Total

	
	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Brains and Hammers Estate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Quality of Facility
	79
	91.9
	7
	8.1
	86
	100

	
	Ease of Use
	59
	68.6
	27
	31.4
	86
	100

	
	Ease of Maintenance
	59
	68.6
	27
	31.4
	86
	100

	
	Safety of Facility
	82
	95.4
	4
	4.7
	86
	100

	Hillside Estate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Quality of Facility
	77
	75.5
	25
	24.5
	102
	100

	
	Ease of Use
	76
	74.5
	26
	25.5
	102
	100

	
	Ease of Maintenance
	68
	66.7
	34
	33.3
	102
	100

	
	Safety of Facility
	84
	82.4
	18
	17.7
	102
	100


Source: Author’s computation from field survey data.
[bookmark: _Toc88639158]	The Relationship between Facilities Satisfaction and Housing Satisfaction
In order to assess the relationship between facilities satisfaction and housing satisfaction, the composite scores from the scale of both variables were used to create a binary variable. These variables were then, tested for correlation in both estates individually using the Pearson correlation coefficient. According to the results (see table 6), a positive and significant correlation exists between facilities satisfaction and housing satisfaction in both estates, but the correlation is higher in the private estate (i.e., Brains and Hammers) than in the public estate (i.e., Hillside). Specifically, the correlation coefficient between facilities satisfaction and housing satisfaction in Brains and Hammers Estate (0.6799) shows a high positive correlation. On the other hand, the correlation coefficient between housing satisfaction and facilities satisfaction in Hillside Estate (0.2393) shows low positive correlation. 
[bookmark: _Toc88638906]Table 6. Correlation Test Result
	Estate Type
	Correlation
	p-Value

	Brains and Hammers
	0.6799
	0.0000

	Hillside
	0.2393
	0.0154


 Source: Author’s computation from field survey data.
That facilities satisfaction and housing satisfaction are more correlated in the private estate than in the public estate is not surprising. This is because the quality of facilities provided is likely to be higher in the private estate, given the relatively higher housing costs when compared to the public estate. Yet, merely correlating facilities satisfaction with housing satisfaction only gives partial information, because it does not reveal the causal nature of the relationship between them. For instance, some authors suggest the facilities provided in a housing unit contribute substantially to the overall housing satisfaction (Ren and Folmer, 2016; Lin and Li, 2017; Azimi and Esmaeilzadeh, 2017; Jimoh & Balogun, 2022). Hence, facilities satisfaction is likely to contribute significantly to explaining housing satisfaction. An ordinal logistic regression analysis was therefore performed to test if indeed, facilities satisfaction contributes to housing satisfaction, an approach that has been adopted by past studies (e.g., Buys and Miller, 2013). To compute an ordinal variable for housing satisfaction, a similar approach used to compute facilities satisfaction is adopted. The composite scores of the responses on the housing satisfaction scale are thus calculated, after which these scores are categorized into three quantiles with the highest and lowest representing high and low satisfaction respectively. The middle quantile (i.e., quantile 2) therefore, represents moderate housing satisfaction.
To account for other factors that may influence housing satisfaction other than facilities satisfaction, control variables representing demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the surveyed households are included in the regression in line with existing studies. The result of the ordinal logistic regression (see Table 6) attested that indeed, facilities satisfaction significantly influences housing satisfaction positively. In fact, the odds in favour of experiencing greater housing satisfaction increases with higher facilities satisfaction levels. Among the control variables included, age group of household head, duration of stay, household income, and housing type are significant determinants of housing satisfaction. 
The findings specifically show that higher facilities satisfaction, leads to higher housing satisfaction. In specific terms, the odds of experiencing higher housing satisfaction among respondents that exhibit moderate facilities satisfaction is more than 3 times that of respondents that experienced low facilities satisfaction. Among respondents that experienced high facilities satisfaction, the odds of experiencing higher housing satisfaction are nearly 8 times greater than that of respondents who experienced low facilities satisfaction. Similar findings have been previously documented which show a positive link between facilities and housing satisfaction (e.g., Mohit and Mahfoud, 2015; Byun and Ha, 2016; Jimoh & Otokiti, 2022; Ren and Folmer, 2016; Lin and Li, 2017).
With respect to the control variables included in the ordinal regression, the age of household head seems to be negatively associated with housing satisfaction. For instance, households where the head is aged 41-50 have around 57% less odds of experiencing higher housing satisfaction when compared to households where the head is aged 25-40. In like manner, households where the head is aged 51 and above have 70% less chances of experiencing higher housing satisfaction when compared with households where the head is aged 25-40. However, only in the 51+ category is housing satisfaction significantly different. The duration of stay in the current apartment is also a significant determinant of housing satisfaction as shown in the ordinal regression, but housing satisfaction seems to decrease with duration of stay (see table 7). For instance, households that have resided for 4-7 years in their current residence have around 21% less odds of experiencing higher housing satisfaction when compared to households that have resided in their residence for 1-3 years. Likewise, households that have resided in their current houses for 8 years and more have around 67% less odds of experiencing higher housing satisfaction when compared to households that have resided in their current housing for 1-3 years. This finding contradicts those of some previous studies (e.g., Mohit et al., 2010; Fakare, 2018). There are however, some studies that have reported similar findings (e.g., Ibem and Aduwo, 2013; Dinc et al., 2013; Li and Wu, 2013). The influence of income was also shown to be significant on housing satisfaction as documented in previous research (e.g., Ren and Folmer, 2016; Lin and Li, 2017; Fakare, 2018). Households that earn more than ₦250,000 have nearly 4 times more odds of experiencing higher housing satisfaction when compared to those that earn from ₦100,000 to ₦200,000.
[bookmark: _Toc88638907]Table 7. Ordinal Logistic Regression Result of Housing Satisfaction
	[bookmark: _Hlk83389273]Estimate
	Coeff.
	Odds Ratio
	SE
	Z
	p-Value

	Facilities Satisfaction (Ref: Low)
	
	

	
	Moderate
	1.186
	3.275
	0.407
	2.913
	0.004

	
	High
	2.056
	7.811
	0.498
	4.126
	< .001

	Age Groups (Ref: 25-40 Years)
	
	
	

	
	41-50 Years
	-0.848
	0.428
	0.453
	-1.873
	0.061

	
	51+ Years
	-1.206
	0.300
	0.537
	-2.243
	0.025

	Duration of Residence (Ref: 1-3 Years)
	
	
	

	
	4-7 Years
	-0.798
	0.450
	0.411
	-1.942
	0.052

	
	8+ Years
	-1.118
	0.327
	0.540
	-2.069
	0.039

	Estate (Ref: Brains & Hammer – Private)
	
	
	

	
	Hillside (Public)
	0.553
	1.738
	0.441
	1.253
	0.210

	Sex of Head (Ref: Male)
	
	
	

	
	Female
	0.282
	1.325
	0.391
	0.721
	0.471

	Marital Status (Ref: Never Married)
	
	

	
	Married
	1.692
	5.432
	1.069
	1.584
	0.113

	
	Divorced/Separated
	1.746
	5.734
	1.319
	1.324
	0.185

	
	Widowed
	0.426
	1.530
	1.311
	0.325
	0.746

	Education of Head (Ref: Primary)
	
	

	
	Secondary
	-1.596
	0.203
	1.767
	-0.903
	0.366

	
	Tertiary
	-0.020
	0.980
	1.439
	-0.014
	0.989

	Religion of Head (Ref: Christianity)
	
	

	
	Islam
	-0.036
	0.965
	0.361
	-0.099
	0.921

	
	Other
	-0.604
	0.546
	0.638
	-0.948
	0.343

	Occupation of Head (Ref: Government)
	
	

	
	Private
	0.205
	1.227
	0.424
	0.483
	0.629

	
	Own business
	0.145
	1.156
	0.436
	0.332
	0.740

	
	Other
	-0.027
	0.974
	0.711
	-0.037
	0.970

	Tenure Status (Ref: Owner)
	
	
	

	
	Renter
	0.044
	1.045
	0.456
	0.097
	0.923

	Household Income (Ref: N10,0000-N200,000)
	

	
	N200,000-N250,000
	0.559
	1.749
	0.551
	1.014
	0.311

	
	>N250,000
	1.326
	3.766
	0.567
	2.339
	0.019

	Housing Type (Ref: Bungalow)
	
	

	
	Duplex
	-0.822
	0.440
	0.527
	-1.559
	0.119

	
	Terrace house
	-0.339
	0.712
	0.548
	-0.619
	0.536

	
	Semi-detached house
	-1.143
	0.319
	0.659
	-1.735
	0.083

	
	Block of flats
	-1.521
	0.219
	0.592
	-2.570
	0.010

	Number of Persons in Household
	-0.048
	0.953
	0.094
	-0.515
	0.607

	McFadden R²
	0.229
	
	
	
	

	χ² (27)
	94.3
	
	
	
	

	P-value (χ²)
	< .001
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	188
	
	
	
	


Source: Author’s computation from regression result.	
6. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

[bookmark: _Toc88639170]Housing facilities enhance the functionality of housing as a shelter, thus making housing livable. Adequate housing facilities greatly increase residents’ comfort and quality of life. It is not just enough to provide housing. Adequate and decent facilities provision should go hand in hand with housing provision. This study has shown that facilities satisfaction would be better guaranteed, if the facilities are adequately provided and satisfy the conditions of good quality, easy use and maintenance, and safety. Housing developers should strive to satisfy these conditions when providing housing facilities. In the same vein, all the stakeholders in housing development and management should ensure that standards are met in housing facilities provision with respect to consumer (housing residents) needs and satisfaction.
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